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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT ION

For many years, organizations have been concerned
with predicting and subsequently meeting manpower require-
ments in light of a number of variables, such as their exist-
ing manpower, loss of this manpower over time, promotability
of present personnel, and future plans for organizational
expansion. In both the civilian and military sectors, man-
agement of personnel to best meet organizational goals is
vitally important. In an era of advanced and rapidly chang-
ing technology, the availability and the utilization of
technically qualified and technically proficient people is
of particular interest both to top-level military and civile-
ian decision-makers.,

This thesis serves as a basis for determining
percentage-based advanced academic degree personnel require-
ments within the large and diverse Air Force Acquisition
Logistics Division (AFALD). The scope of this thesis will
be limited to an examination of AFALD manpower requirements
and their relation, if any, to meeting Air Force Acquisition
Logistics Division organizational godls. However, an under-
standing of advanced academic degree (AAD) concepts and the

Alr Force position regarding AAD utilization is central in




relating this effort to current as well as future AAD thesis
efforts,
The Air Force recognizes that if
« « « the ALr Force is to maintain its professional and
technical competence, each career area requires some
proportion of its officers to possess the academic back-
ground normally--and universally--associated with the
attaimment of an advanced degree in a field relevant to
the functional area [611,Atch 1],
Historically, the USAF has allocated advanced aca-
demic degree personnel by designating AAD requirements to
particular positions by means of a billet validation system.
A billet validation system is one method of personnel allo-
cation whereby advanced academic degree personnel require-
ments are established and filled on the basis of job classi-
fication., However,
A recurrent theme of Congressional concern regarding
service graduate education programs has been the effec-
tive utilization of advanced academic degree holders
* o o E6|3|AtCh 1].

The concern is that:
o « o« billet validation inherently restricts the con-
cept of advanced academic degree utilization to ser-
vice in a position requiring an advanced degree [6:3,
Atch 1],

The importance of proper USAF utilization of
advanced academic degree personnel is magnified when one
considers the shortage of technically proficient personnel,
Commenting on the current unavailability of technically
proficient labor, Nelson Heyer said:

The engineer classification, which I would broaden to
include not only engineers but also scientists and
mathematicians, is another category of continuing

2




concern. This is a high-cost labor classification,
whose supply is limited, depending primarily on the
training capacities of the national education system

Aléhough people with general science training have
been equipped in some circumstances to handle specific
engineering assignments, it is usually not financially
feasible to train engineers internally. Therefore,
the demand is usually filled either from the college
campus_or by recruiting in experienced labor markets
cs 1] 106] .

Statement of the Problem

The Air Force must effectively and efficiently
determine how best to implement a system to optimally iden-
tify, acquire, and utilize the personnel resources at its
disposal, including advanced academic degree holders,

A recurrent theme of Congressional concern regarding
service graduate education programs has been the effective
utilization of AAD holders. The Air Force's contention is
that:

« o« o within the closed personnel system of the ser-
vices and in consideration of the progressive nature

of all career fields and academic disciplines, there

is a need for a continuing infusion at all grade levels
of officers with recent degrees from civilian centers
of excellence [612,Atch li.

In concert with this contention, a Headquarters
USAF/MPPE letter (6:1) tasked the Air Force lnstitute of
Technology (AFIT) to gather preliminary data concerning
means of implementing a new percentage-based system for
determining graduate education personnel requirements in the
USAF, This percentage-based system will establish percent-

age goals within each USAF career field for officers




possessing advanced degree education. AAD requirements

would be designated to functional work centers, rather than

being tied to individual positions (6:13,Atch 1). In detail:
The new system will consist of two interrelated sets
of procedures, one for determining requirements and
one for insuring the effective utilization of advanced
academic degree (AAD) holders., The identification of
requirements will be based on educational standards
and goals for each career field; utilization will be
effected and monitored by designation AAD_requirements
to the functional work center [6:1,Atch 1].

This thesis is one part of a two part effort to
identify the best means by which to implement a percentage-
based system for determining graduate education personnel
requirements within the USAF, The logistics career field
was selected, and AFALD consented to test the new percentage-
based personnel requirements determination system (6:1).
This research effort will attempt to validate current Air
Force Acquisition Logistics Division (AFALD) manpower
requirements as they relate to the overall AFALD mission.
Since it is {3portant for organizations to determine what
manpower requirements contribute to attainment of organiza-
tion goals and organizational longevity, this effort will
aid in defining and implementing a percentage-based system
for the determination of organizational personnel require-
ments Air Force wide, The Alr Force Acquisition Logistics
Division was chosen for study because it is an organization
representative of the USAF logistics career field,

A second thesis effort will attempt to identify
crite~ia to be used in determining the AAD personnel

4




percentage requirements of specific USAF organizations,
This second thesis effort will also attempt to determine
the optimum percentage of graduate degree personnel to be

allocated to each career field,

Background
Since this thesis examines aspects of the Alr Force

Acquisition Logistics Division, the reader must understand
the events that helped form this organization, which now
implements a USAF life-cycle cost (LCC) procurement concept.

Both govermment and industrial purchasing are con-
cerned with buying quality products, in the correct quan-
tity, at an acceptable price, from a qualified source, at
the appropriate time (8:1541). Government purchasing, how-
ever, frequently involves special considerations usually not
applicable to the private industry sector.

In fiscal year 1961 the Air Force realized the need
for greater consideration of logistics elements in the
evaluation and acquisition of future systems, and at this
time recognized ". . . that the dollar was the dominant
factor dictating capability and that logistics feasibility
should be studied and analyzed thoroughly [2:11]." How-
ever, any concept of acquisition logistics as one means of
reducing system life-cycle cost was only dimly perceived
and not yet institutionalized.

Mr. Burke noted (2:Ch.2) that in late 1961, the
Air Force, in an attempt to realign functional procurement

5




responsibilities, formed the Air Force Logistics Command
(AFLC) and the Air Force Systems Command (AFSC). The Logis-
tics Command assumed support responsibilities for opera-
tional weapons systems, while Systems Command's primary con-
cern was with procurement and research and development

(R & D) of systems prior to active inventory introduction.
Even with reorganization, AFLC did not fully develop a con-
sistent policy or role for impacting logistics considera-
tions during the development and acquisition of new weapons
systems.

In July 1962 the joint AFLC/AFSC regulation, AFLCR
80-5/AFSCR 82-1, defined differences between acquisition and
operational engineering, noting that

e o o AFLC's main engineering task was to develop at
least a minimal capacity to "permit the assumption of
Air Force Engineering responsibility for systems and
equipment at the end of the acquisition" [2:12].

With the advent of Department of Defense Directive
4100,35, an Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) concept was
emphasized throughout Department of Defense agencies con-
cerned with weapons system development and procurement
(2:113), The directive placed additional emphasis on assur-
ing effective logistics support of weapons systems and
equipment by requiring systematic planning, acquisition proc-
esses, and management throughout the system acquisition
phases, while identifying logistics support as a major
design consideration (2:13). Again, however, ", . . the Air




Force tended to view ILS as part of the systems engineering
concept arising from the 1961 reorganization [2:113].*

By the end of the 1960's, however, the system acqui-
sition arena began to change within the Department of
Defense (DOD), and ", . . Air Force planners and logisti-
cians noted a significant monetary trend [2:13]." They
noticed that prior toc fiscal year 1968, system operating
costs were much less than weapons systems investment costs,
However, after 1968. srerating and support costs escalated,
with smaller progortions of DOD funds allocated for the
acquisition of new weapons systems and equipment (2:13),

In 1972, Air Force Regulation 800-8 (AFR 800-8)
established a Deputy Program Manager for Logistics (DPML)
in the System Program Office (SPO) for each Air Force major
system acquisition, . . . requiring the DPML to prepare
Integrated Logistics Support Plans (ILSPs) for major sys-
tems [2:14]." Although the establishment and filling of
DPML positions in each System Program Office provided one
method of introducing logistics considerations into the
early stages of the acquisition process, there were indi-
cations that ", ., . no definitive direction was given for
producing and executing the ILSP as an integral part of the
overall acquisition process [2:114]."

In May of 1973, the USAF Auditor General advised that
HQ AFLC was improperly organized to support acquisi-
tion programs., He recommended that Air Force Logistics
Command establish a separate organization within the
headquarters ", , . to direct and coordinate all of

Ege giquisition support programs within the command®
115].

L am e
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Following several studies and reports conducted in
1973 (2115-16), HQ AFLC created a Deputy Chief of Staff
(DCS) level office called Acquisition Logistics (2:16),
signalling the first major Air Force step in revising the
traditional weapons system acquisition philosophy. Emphasis
was now being directed to the importance of responsibly man-
aging escalating system operating and support (O & S) costs,
as well as system acquisition costs,

Air Force interest in properly managing the system
acquisition process to reduce system life-cycle costs con-
tinued through 1975, and was manifested in various studies
and proposals aimed at improving management techniques
(2116-26). In late 1975, a Systems and Resources Management
Group (SRMAG), chartered by the Air Force Chief of Staff and
chaired by Lieutenant General Joseph DeLuca, presented a
report to the Chief of Staff., It contained thirty-seven
management proposals designed to develop improvements in the
areas of system management and resource utilization (2:18),
As a result of this report, General Hails, DCS/Systems and
Logistics, advised the Chief of Staff:

We must now elevate the business of systems acquisition
to a higher order than its current sub-optimal orienta-
tion to the front-end aspects of research and develop-
ment--albeit these are certainly vital considerations,
The process of systems acquisition must be perceived,
understood, and organized to reflect the real life

fact that it embraces not only advocacy and engineering
development but the other critical disciplines of pro-
curement, contracting, budgeting, financial management,

maintainability, reliability, supportability, mobility
and legal sufficiency [2:27].

8
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After many months of contimuing study and recom-
mendations to the Chief of Staff on how best to manage costs
of major systems (2:128-49), the Air Force Acquisition Logis-
tics Division (AFALD) was created, and began operation
1 July 1976. The Air Force now had institutionalized its
resolve to reduce ownership costs of weapons systems,

Air Force Logistics Command Regulation 23-17
(10:Ch.2-5) described the AFALD as one organizational compo-
nent of the Air Force Logistics Command. It comprises
thirteen deputates or offices, Of these, seven are major
staff offices and are located at Wright-Patterson AFB,

Ohio. These seven major AFALD offices are:

Deputy for Strategic Missiles, Space and Elec-

tronic Programs (LW);

Deputy for Aeronautical and Armament Programs (SD);

Deputy for Contracting and Manufacturing (PM);

Deputy for Engineering and Evaluation (PT);

Deputy for Acquisition Plans and Analysis (XR);

Deputy for KC-10 (YT);

Deputy for TR-1 Reconnaissance Aircraft (YJ)

(IZlCh.Z-S) .

AFALD persomnel also provide joint mamning with the
Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD) for the Productivity,
Reliability, Availability and Maintainability (PRAM) Pro-
gram Office, and the Deputy for Avionics Control (AX)
(1230h04. 7) .

AFLCR 23-17 describes the AFALD mission as follows:

The mission of the Air Force Acquisition Logistics
Division is to improve USAF force readiness and reduce
life cycle costs by challenging requirements and

assuring consideration of supportability, reliability,
and maintainability during the design, development,

9




and production process of weapon system acquisitions
and to direct acquisition programs which use_alread
developed systems to meet operational needs (12:1-1].
AFALD principal deputate mission responsibilities
are as follows:
Deputy for Strategic Missiles, Space and Electronic
Programs (LW) serves as the principal interface between
AFLC and those AFSC system program offices (SPOs) having
responsibility for strategic missiles, space, and electron-
ics programs, Personnel from this deputate provide logis-
tics expertise and manpower throughout the acquisition
phases for weapons systems and equipment assigned to pro-
gram offices primarily located at Electronic Systems Divi-
sion (ESD). After initial analyses and estimates have been
developed and an acquisition plan completed for a new weapon
system, personnel in the collocated AFALD support office
assist the AFSC program manager in developing tailored logis-
tics support plans to achieve readiness objectives (12:3-1).
Deputy for Aeronautical and Armament Programs (SD)
provides logistics expertise and resources to weapon systems,
equipment, and program offices in the Aeronautical Systems
Division (ASD), Wright-Patterson AFB; the Armament Division,
Eglin AFB; and the Joint Cruise Missiles Project Office,
Washington, D.C., throughout the acquisition phases.
Deputy Program Managers for Logistics (DPMLs) collocated in
the support office assist the AFSC program manager in
developing tailored logistics support plans to achieve

10




readiness objectives, after they have completed infitial
analyses and acquisition plan estimates for the assigned
weapons system (12:8-1).

Deputy for Contracting and Mamufactur PM) is
responsible for the contracting function for systems/equip-
ment assigned to AFALD, The PM organization serves as a
contracting staff, performing the contracting committee
functions of centralized pricing support, contract review,
approval, and distribution. The organization also assists
with AFSC systems/equipment procurement by participating in
business strategy and procurement evaluation panels to
ensure that contracts include enforceable logistics provi-
sions (12:5-1).

Deputy for Engineering and Evaluation (PT) is
responsible for improving the exchange of information
between using commands, AFLC, and AFSC on technical design
and performance capability of weapons systems, This depu-
tate also provides assistance in logistics planning and
incorporation of logistics requirements into contracts for
programs at the earliest program phase, It is also respon-
sible for the Air Force Packaging Evaluation Agency (AFPEA)
and the Engineering Data Support Center, both located at
Wright-Patterson AFB (12:16-1),

Depu or Acquisition P and Analysis (XR
initiates, develops, and implements acquisition logistics

policies, plans, procedures, and techniques to assure
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accomplishment of the AFALD mission., These activities
include the areas of life-cycle cost, logistics support
analysis, repair level analysis, and provisioning. This
office also integrates the work of other staff offices on
common goals and objectives and is responsible for develop-
ing initiatives to improve the quality of logisticians and
their career patterns (12:9-1),

Deputy for KC-10 (YT) has total program management
responsibility for acquisition and support of the KC-10
Extender Advanced Tanker Cargo Aircraft system. The KC-10
Program Office is a jointly manned organization with both
AFLC and AFSC personnel resources (12:11-1),

IR-1 Program Office (YJ) has total program manage-
ment responsibility for the acquisition of the airframe,
engines, and support for the TR-1l reconnaissance aircraft

(12:10-1),

Research Objective
As a parallel effort for determining percentage-

based advanced academic degree personnel requirements within
the large and diverse AFALD organization, this research
effort will be divided into two parts. The first objective
will be to investigate AFALD personnel requirements in terms
of education, skill areas, Air Force Specialty Codes (AFSCs),
and civilian General Schedule (GS) skill codes, and number.

Second, an attempt will be made to determine if
these AFALD personnel requirements are correctly allocated
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throughout the AFALD organization to realize mission goals
in the most effective and efficient manner.

From this, an attempt will be made to determine
whether the major policy goals and organizational functional
statements of AFALD are consistent with the types and num-
bers of people in the AFALD organizations that are charged
with the general AFALD mission.

It should be pointed out that this type of in-depth
analysis of the AFALD is highly important if this organiza-
tion is to be used to model the percentage-based system of
AAD allocation Air Force wide. There will most certainly be
some differences between organizational manning vis-a-vis
advanced academic degree requirements even at comparable
levels, By fully describing the AFALD in terms of =%ill
codes, overall manning levels, and advanced academic degree

billet manning, a better basis for comparison is allowed.

Research Questions

The following specific questions are to be answered;

Research question one: Is the AFALD manned to its
specified levels? If the organization is found not to be
manned to the levels specified, what are the major shortages
or overages by AFSC?

Research question two: To what degree are AFALD
personnel filling organizational billets which match their
specific skill codes?
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Research question three: Are the skill codes of
AFALD billets appropriate for performance of those tasks
necessary for AFALD organizations to meet their primary
formal and informal organization mission responsibilities?

Research question four: To what degree are the
educational requirements, as coded by AAD billets, filled
by personnel whose personnel codes have those AAD billet
identifiers?

Research question five: To what extent is the
AFALD civilian-to-military personnel ratio in accordance
with USAF-established guidelines?

Research question six: To what degree do actual
personnel grades match tlx' AFALD grades specified for each

job position?

Scope a Limitations

The missions and personnel requirements of four
AFALD offices, Management Support (DA), Resources Control
(MO), Public Affairs (PA), and History (HO) parallel those
of other Air Force organizations. This thesis will not
address these four AFALD offices. The two joint AFALD/ASD
program offices--PRAM Program Office (AFALD/RA) and the
Deputy for Avionics Control (AFALD/AX)--will not be
included, since for this study, only AFALD mission-unique
organizations are being considered,

Appendix A, AFALD Organization, Manning and Direc-
tory Chart, is provided for reference,
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There are also a number of satellite AFALD organi-
zations, such as deputy program managers for logistics
(DPML), and integrated logistics support offices (ILSOs),
which are collocated within system program offices (SPOs)
at other Air Force installations. For purposes of this
study, these organizations will not be examined individually
to answer the research questions posed. The philosophy for
organizing and manning individual DPMLs/ILSOs is assumed to
be common throughout these organizations. Therefore, find-
ings obtained in the study of the DPMLs and ILSOs loca;ed
at Wright-Patterson AFB will be assumed to be representative
of satellite DPMLs and ILSOs located at other Air Force
bases (4).
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CHAPTER 11
RESEARCH METHODS

Introduction
This chapter is devoted to the research instrument
and to the research methods, It will detail the techniques
used in collecting and analyzing data pertinent to the
study. It will also serve to define and limit both the

population and aspects of the population being studied,

Population
AFALD Personnel

The Air Force Acquisition Logistics Division (AFALD)
population consists of boti: civilian and military personnel,
For the purpose of this study, civilian employees are
defined as full-time U,S, Civil Service employees perma-
nently assigned to the AFALD., These include both General
Schedule (GS) and Wage Grade (WG) civilian employees.
Part-time, temporary, and overhire employees will not be
included because they are excluded from the AFALD Unit Man-
power Document (UMD) data.

Military personnel are defined as all active-duty
individuals permanently assigned to the AFALD, This group

includes both officer and enlisted personnel.
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To determine what mix of civilian and military
nersonnel comprises the AFALD, a civilian-to-military ratio
will be examined. The civilian-co-militéry ratio is ﬁhat
ratio of full-time AFALD civilian employees, as previously
defined, to permanently assigned military personnel within

the AFALD,

Skill Codes

Skill codes are alphanumeric designators which
define an individual's specific job type. For military
personnel, both officer and enlisted, skill codes are spe-
cified as Air Force Specialty Codes (AFSC), and are defined
in Air Force Regulation (AFR) 36-1. Civilian employee
skill codes are designated as "position series" and are

defined in Qffice of Personnel Management Position/Classifi-

cation Standards manual for General Schedule (GS) employees,

and in the Job Grading System for Trades and Labor Occupa-
tion manual for Wage Grade (WG) employees.

AFALD Organization Billets
The term "organizational billets” is synonymous

with "organizational authorizations,” which are defined for

each Air Force organization by HQ USAF.

Assumptions About the Population
The AFALD population, as defined, is recognized as

a dynamic one (i.e,, the population is continually changing).
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However, for purposes of this study, it is assumed to be
static at the point in time of the research effort, to con-
trol the parameters of the study. Only those deputates pre-

viously defined will be considered as part of the AFALD,

Research Site
The Air Force Acquisition Logistics Division head-

quarters is located at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. For the
purposes of this study, research sites will include only
those AFALD organizations physically located at Wright-
Patterson AFB,

A number of satellite AFALD organizations such as
deputy program manager for logistics (DPML) offices and
integrated logistics support offices (ILSOs) are collocated
within system program offices (SPOs) at other Air Force
installations, For purposes of this study, as was previously
mentioned, these organizations will not be examined individ-
ually to answer the research questions posed, The philos-
ophy for organizing and manning individual DPMLs and ILSOs
was assumed to be common throughout these organizations (4).
Therefore, findings obtained in the study which pertained to
the DPMLs and ILSOs located at Wright-Patterson AFB were
assumed to be representative of these satellite organiza-

tions,
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Instrument Validity
Webster (14:980) defined validity as the quality or

state of achieving a conclusion that is correctly derived
from certain premises, or the state of being well-grounded,
In experimental design, validity consists of two distinct
concepts of primary concern to a researcher attempting to
achieve satisfactory results, These two important concepts
are internal and external validity. Internal validity
refers to the criterion that an experimental treatment is,
in fact, the causal factor for a specific set of experi-
mental conditions. External validity refers to how exten-
sively, beyond the experimental setting, a treatment effect

can be generalized (3:15),

Internal Validity
Support for the validity of data received by our

survey questionnaire was ensured through a variety of tech-
niques,

First, questions were constructed carefully and
systematically. All questions were reviewed critically by
competent and knowledgeable AFIT instructor personnel.
These reviews were designed to eliminate inherent question
bias and to ensure appropriateness of content,

Second, responses to the questions contained in
Appendix B were based upon a five point Likert-type scale,

and for purposes of this research effort, considered
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interval level data. We used a Likert-type scale format
because it is a proven method, it allows for statistical
manipulation of ordinal level data, and it is reproducible.
Also, use of the Likert-type response set met the level of
analysis requirements, in terms of statistical preciseness.
That is to say that the information garnered through the
distribution of the questionnaire did not lend itself to
detailed and precise statistical analysis, and if so
attempted, would certainly have provided questionable
research results and conclusions,

Third, in order to capture respondent information
not suited to a Likert-type response set, a comment section
was provided for each survey question.

Fourth, questionnaires were individually sealed,
addressed, and mailed to supervisors to ensure minimal bias
in questionnaire distribution.

This research effort contained two types of data,
quantitative and qualitative. Quantitative data derived
from the Unit Manpower Document (UMD) and the AFALD Position
Management File (PMF) is standardized throughout the Air
Force. These demographic data were used to develop descrip-
tive statistics about the AFALD population, such as ratios
expressed as percentages, means, standard deviations and
correlations. These standard outputs provide the Air Force

manager with the information necessary to make management
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decisions. As such, these outputs are considered valid and
reliable for the purposes of this study.

The qualitative questions contained in Appendix B
were used to determine the personal opinions of respondents
concerning appropriateness of skill codes to accomplish
tasks, perceived differences between formal and informal
tasks, educational credentials required for job positions,
and appropriateness of the civilian-to-military personnel

ratio,

External Validity
The purpose of this research effort is to determine

whether the AFALD is representative of intermediate-level
USAF organizations, so that it can serve as the standard
for implementing a percentage-based system for allocating
advanced academic degree (AAD) personnel Air Force wide,

The AFALD was selected for study because of the
large number and wide variety of AFSCs resident within the
organization, including engineering AFSCs. This character-
istic of the AFALD increased the likelihood of its being
representative of other organizations comprised of some of
these AFSCs,

Also, as previously mentioned, because the Unit
Manpower Document (UMD) and the AFALD Position Management
File (PMF) are standard throughout the Air Force, we con-
sidered these documents unbiased estimators of the popula-
tion under study, If bias did exist, we assumed that it
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was uniform throughout the Air Force, Within the con-
straints and limitations of this study, the results of this
analysis, using the data previously mentioned, we feel, is
representative of the AFALD., Therefore, the conclusion

we draw from the data we obtained from these documents is
generally representative of other USAF organizations,

The research questions put forth are designed to
form a knowledge base which will help determine whether the
AFALD is indeed representative of other USAF intermediate-
level organizations. These questions and their answers
allowed us to make valid generalizations concerning the
representability of the AFALD to other USAF intermediate
organizations because these questions deal with criteria
of common concern to intermediate level organizations within
the Air Force,

For instance, research question one determined the
AFALD manning levels to include overages and shortages, if
any, by AFSC, Research question two determined the degree
to which the skill codes of the AFALD personnel matched the
specified billet AFSC., Research question three determined
the degree to which the AFALD personnel skill codes were
appropriate for performance of formal and informal organiza-
tion tasks. Research question four determined the degree to
which personal educational credentials matched job-required
educational credentials. Research question five determined

the extent to which the AFALD civilian-to-military personnel
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ratio was in accordance with USAF established guidelines.,
Research question six determined the degree to which the
AFALD actual personnel grades matched specified position

grades,

Design to Answer Research Questions

To determine whether or not the major policy goals
and organizational functional statements of the AFALD are
consistent with the types and numbers of people in the
AFALD organizations charged with the general AFALD mission,

we address six research questions and analyze their answers,

Research Question One

Is the AFALD manned to its spécified levels? Man-
ning levels are determined and assigned in accordance with
AFM 26-1, For purposes of this question, "manned" refers to
the total number of previously-defined, full-time civilian
and military personnel permanently assigned to the AFALD.
The concept of "manning levels" refers to the ratio of on-
hand, full-time AFALD personnel versus AFALD personnel
authorized in the Unit Manpower Document (UMD), this ratio
being expressed as a percentage.

The Unit Manpower Document (UMD) is a printed list-
ing of the unit authorization file (UAF) for reference and
file maintenance. The UAF is a computer file reflecting dis-
tribution of Air Force manpower allocations into a finite

structure of authorizations (USAFMPP-7, 3 Aug 79) (13).
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We answered this question by examining both the
manning level authorized for the AFALD in the UMD Authori-
zation File and the actual number of AFALD personnel cur-
rently manning the organization as listed in the Assignment
File. The organizational components of the AFALD which we
examined to determine the AFALD strata level and aggregate
manning levels were the Deputy for Strategic Missiles,
Space and Electronic Programs (LW), the Deputy for Aero-
nautical and Armament Programs (SD), the Deputy for Con-
tracting and Manufacturing (PM), the Deputy for Engineering
and Evaluation (PT), the Deputy for Acquisition Plans and
Analysis (XR), the TR-1 Program Office (YJ), and the Deputy
for the KC-10 (YT)., In addition to identifying the AFALD
strata manning levels and the AFALD aggregate manning lev-
els, we examined and compared the actual manning level for
the AFALD, expressed as a percentage, and the manning level

specified for organizations Air Force wide,

Research Question Iwo
To what degree are AFALD personnel filling organi-

zational billets which match their specific skill codes?! To
determine the answer to this question, we compared the organ-
jzational billet skill codes authorized for each organiza-
tion we defined as comprising the AFALD, with the actual
skill codes filling these organizational billets. We used
UMD and other AFALD personnel data to determine whether AFALD
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personnel were filling organizational billets which required
their specific skill codes. For purposes of this question,
which is really a subset of research question one, we con-
sidered a match to have occurred when a person filling an
organizational billet carried an AFSC as specified for the
billet. Analysis of UMD and other AFALD personnel data
allowed us to compute the percentage of AFSC matches by
strata level, for the aggregate AFALD, as well as matches by

AFSC,

Research Question Three

Are the skill codes of AFALD billets appropriate for
performance of those tasks necessary for AFALD supervisors
to meet their primary formal and informal organization mis-
sion responsibilities?

Supervisors at the command section, deputate, direc-
torate, division and branch levels of the AFALD were asked
to answetr a series of survey questions to determine if the
skill codes of the billets within their organizations were
appropriate for meeting their organization's formal mission
requirements as defined in AFLCR 23-17, These supervisory
personnel were also asked whether personnel skill codes
were appropriate for meeting day-to-day organization task
requirements, The answers we obtained from these personnel
established, for the purposes of this study, whether AFALD

personnel skill codes appropriately matched organizational
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formal and informal mission requirements and responsibili-
ties, and to what degree,

In order to ensure the validity of this research
question, the respondents were asked whether they were
familiar with the formal mission responsibilities of the
organizations they supervised, as defined in AFLCR 23-17,

In order to determine whether supervisors clearly
differentiated between thelr organization's formal and day-
to-day tasks, and to what extent, survey questions five and
six were included in the questionnaire. Survey question
five sought to determine if supervisors perceived a differ-
ence between the formal mission’responsibilities of the
organization they supervised, and the actual day-to-day
organization's tasks., Survey question six asked supervisors
if they considered formal, or informal, tasks were more

important, and which consumed the most time,

Research Question Four

To what degree are the educational requirements, as
coded by AAD billets, filled by personnel whose personnel
codes have those AAD billet identifiers? We used UMD and
other AFALD personnel data to determine whether personnel
AAD codes matched AAD coded billets, We considered a match
to have occurred whenever personnel carried the AAD code
specified for the billet.

When personnel without an advanced academic degree

were found filling an AAD-coded billet, we determined
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whether the job experience of the individual filled the AAD
educational requirements of the billet, If so, a match was
considered to have occurred, We considered a mismatch to
have occurred whenever personnel who filled an AAD slot
carried an AAD code different from the code specified for
the slot, or had no AAD code whatsoever, Then we made a
determination of the relative impact of mismatches in terms
of problem-solving, analysis, policy formulation, synthesis,
and evaluation capabilities,

Research question four, then, determined the percent-

age of AAD code match for all AFALD AAD-coded billets,

Research Question Five

To what extent is the AFALD civilian-to-military per-

sonnel ratio in accordance with USAF-established guidelines?
To determine the answer to this question, we compared the
AFALD organizational civilian-to-military personnel ratio
(extracted from UMD data) to the Air Force ratio guidelines,
If the AFALD civilian-to-military personnel ratio was sig-
nificantly different ( T 10%) from the Air Force guideline,
we considered a personnel ratio inequity to exist,
Similarly, we analyzed survey questionnaire
responses to determine to what extent AFALD supervisors, at
different levels throughout the organization, considered
the AFALD civilian-to-mi.iitary personnel ratio appropriate

for meeting organizational responsibilities, This analysis

27




provided an indication of supervisor perceptions regarding
the AFALD civilian-to-military persomnel ratio existing at
different levels throughout the AFALD organization.

Research Question Six

To what degree do actual personnel grades match the
AFALD grades specified for each job position? “Grade" is
defined to mean military rank or civilian civil service
grade. We compared the organizational billet grade require-
ments that were authorized for each strata level we defined
as comprising the AFALD, with the actual grade of AFALD
personnel filling AFALD organizational billets. UMD and
other AFALD personnel data were used to determine whether
AFALD personnel were filling organizational billets that
required their specific grade. We considered a match to
have occurred whenever personnel who filled an organiza-
tiona} billet were within one grade level lower or higher
than that grade level specified for the particular organi-
zational billet, with the exception of the GS$-7/GS-9, and
GS-9/GS-11 grade difference which we considered a match
because civilians are normally promoted directly from GS-7
to GS-9, and from GS-9 to GS-11. Analysis of UMD and other
AFALD personnel data allowed us to compute the percentage

of grade matches within the AFALD,
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Data Collection

Data collected were both quantitative and qualita-
tive. Quantitative data were derived from the AFALD Unit
Manpower Document (UMD) and the AFALD Position Management
File (PMF), We used this quantitative data, extracted from
the two sources, to develop descriptive statistics about
the AFALD population. Quantitative data were specifically
derived to help answer research questions one, two, four,
five and six. Qualitative data were derived by one hundred
percent sampling of command section, deputate, directorate,
division, and branch heads to help answer research questions

three and five.

Relevant Population
The population of interest consisted of all full-

time Wage Grade (WG), General Schedule (GS), and military
personnel permanently assigned to previously specified AFALD
organizations located at Wright-Patterson AFB.

For purposes of this study, the population was
stratified into three levels, The upper level included
active duty, full-time AFALD personnel assigned to the AFALD
Command section and to the two-letter functional activity
symbol (FAS)-coded Deputate sections of the AFALD, The
intermediate level consisted of active duty, full-time AFALD
personnel assigned at the Directorate (three letter FAS-coded

AFALD organizations) level. The lower level consisted of
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both Division and Branch (four and five letter FAS-coded
AFALD organizations) levels, Figure 1 depicts the AFALD
organizational hierarchy and the stratification scheme
used for this research effort.

For purposes of this study, the three strata level
population contained a total of ninety-six supervisory
positions., The upper level strata population contained a
total of fourteen supervisory positions. These fourteen
represented approximately fifteen percent of all strata
supervisors in this study (14/96). The intermediate (Direc-
torate) population contained thirty-eight supervisory posi-
tions, which represented approximately forty percent of the
study supervisory positions (38/96). The lower strata level
population (Divisions and Branches) contained forty-four
supervisory positions, which represented forty-six percent
of the total number of supervisory positions identified for
this study (44/96). Organizational stratification into
upper, intermediate, and lower levels was done in order to
maintain consistency with the other thesis effort being con-
ducted by Captains Michael H. Krupthaupt and Jerry E. Roshto,

We also assumed, for purposes of this study, that
the AFALD organizations located at Wright-Patterson AFB
were representative of satellite AFALD organization popula-
tions not located at Wright-Patterson AFB, This assumption
was confirmed by Major Robert L. Carter of AFALD/MO,

Resources Control Office (4)., Therefore, the results we
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III
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Fig. 1. AFALD Organizational Stratification
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obtained from data collected concerning the AFALD popula-
tion at Wright-Patterson AFB were considered to be a valid
representation of all AFALD organizational characteristics.

Using information from the AFALD Unit Manpower Docu-
ment (UMD), the AFALD Resources Control Office, and the
AFALD Position Management File (PMF), we attempted to deter-
mine the degree to which the AFALD, as previously defined,
was manned to its specified levels. We also attempted to
identify overages and shortages, if any, by AFSC, We exam-
ined and compared the AFALD organization manning levels, as
allocated by HQ AFLC, to actual organization manning levels
obtained from data contained within the Unit Manpower Docu-
ment (UMD) for the AFALD,

To determine the degree to which AFALD personnel
were filling organizational billets that matched their spe-
cific skill codes, we examined UMD data to calculate the
percentage of AFSC matches within the AFALD, as well as
matches by AFSC, A match occurred whenever specific person-
nel skill codes matched skill codes specified for an organi-
zational billet, We calculated the percentage of matches by
dividing the total nmumber of identified matches by the total
number of organizational billets identified, this value
being multiplied by one hundred. Matches were also aggre-
gated by AFSC,

To determine the degree to which the skill codes of
AFALD personnel were appropriate to perform the formal and
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day-to-day AFALD organization tasks, the research team dis-
tributed questionnaires to the ninety-six supervisors iden-
tified in this study. Questionnaires contained self-
explanatory instructions. Respondents were instructed in
the questionnaire to return completed questionnaires to

Mr, Jerry Harrison, XRX, where they were collected by the
research team, Questionnaires took the form of that con-
tained in Appendix B. Analysis of questionnaire Likert-type
response sets allowed us to determine to what degree AFALD
personnel skill codes were appropriate for meeting organiza-
tion formal and informal mission responsibilities,

To determine the degree to which educational require-
ments, as coded by AAD billets, were filled by personnel
whose personnel code had those AAD billet identifiers, we
compared authorized AAD codes to personnel AAD codes filling
specified AAD slots. This AAD information was extracted from
the Unit Manpower Document (UMD) for the AFALD. This com-
parison allowed us to determine tne percentage of AAD code
match for all AFALD AAD-coded slots. This percentage was
developed by determining the total number of AAD-coded slot
matches, then dividing this number by the total number of
the AFALD AAD-coded slots. Multiplying this number by one
hundred gave us the percentage of AAD code match for all
AFALD-coded slots,

To determine the degree to which the AFALD civilian-
to-military personnel ratio matched USAF-established
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guidelines, we compared these USAF documented guidelines
with AFALD UMD information. A persomnel ratio was computed
from UMD data by first summing the total number of full-
time civilian employees permanently assigned to the AFALD
population under study. The same was done for military
employees assigned to the AFALD population under study. A
ratio was then computed by dividing the total number of
military by the total number of civilians., The AFALD ratio
was divided by the USAF-established ratio guideline to
determine the degree to which the AFALD military-to-
civilian personnel ratio matched the USAF guideline, In
addition, the ninety-six supervisors previously mentioned
were asked to what extent they considered this military-to-
civilian personnel ratio appropriate for meeting organiza-
tion mission responsibilities,

To determine to what degree actual personnel grades
matched the AFALD grades specified for each job position,
we used UMD data to compare organizational billet grade
requirements authorized for each strata, with the actual
grade of AFALD personnel filling the organizational billet,
Mismatches of more than one grade higher or lower than the
billet-specified grade were summed, This sum was then
divided by the total mumber of organizational billets com-
prising the population under study. The resultant percent-
age was then subtracted from one hundred to determine the

extent of personnel-to-organizational grade match.
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Survey questionnaire responses were listed on a
master data collection sheet, as seen in Appendix C., Each
survey questionnaire was assigned a questionnaire number,
Respondents noted their two, three, four or five letter FASs
on the questionnaire. Functional activity symbols were
assigned an organizational level code in accordance with the
previously defined stratification scheme, Responses were,
as previously mentioned, recorded on a master data collec-

tion sheet (Appendix C).

Data Analysis
In analyzing the data, we were concerned only with

significant indicators of resource-to-mission mismatches.
The reader should note that some degree of mismatch will
occur in any organization., It is the degree of match and
mismatch with which this research effort is concerned. The
reader should not be misled by the existence of mismatches
in the research findings,

To determine the degree to which the AFALD was
manned to its specified levels, manning percentages were
developed for each stratified level., These percentages were

derived using UMD data and the following formulas
Actual No, of Assigned AFALD

Stratified Manning = Personnel gb¥ level) x 100
% Level uthorized No. of Personne

Slots (by level)
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These stratified manning percentages represent the degree
to which the AFALD strata levels were manned.

An AFALD aggregate percentage manning figure was
also developed. This percentage was derived using UMD data

and the following formula:

Total No. of Assigned

AFALD Aggregate = AFALD Personnel x 100
Manning Percentage Total No. of Authorized
AFALD Slots

The AFALD aggregate manning percentage represents the level
to which the AFALD organization was manned.

To determine the degree that the AFALD manning per-
centage matched the USAF manning percentage, the AFALD aggre-
gate manning percentage was divided by the Air Force speci-
fied organizational manning percentage. This indicates the
degree to which AFALD manning levels matched USAF specified
manning levels,

The AFALD aggregate manning percentage was also
divided by the percent manning level for Air Force inter-
mediate level organizations to determine the degree of match
between AFALD manning levels and other USAF intermediate
level organization manning levels.

Data necessary to derive these percentage figures
are presented in table format in the Findings chapter.

To determine to what degree AFALD personnel were
filling organizational billets which matched their specific
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skill codes, UMD data were used to compute the following

percentage figures:

7% of AFSC Match, = _No, of Matches per AFSC x 100
per Individual AFSC No. of Slots Filled per AFSC

% of AFSC Match, = No, of Matches, by level % 100
per Stratified Level Total No. of Filled Slots,
by Level

Aggregate 7 of AFALD _ Total No, of AFSC Matches x 100
AFSC Match Total No. of Filled Slots

To determine to what degree the skill codes of the
AFALD billets were appropriate to perform the tasks necessary
for AFALD organizations to meet their principle formal and
informal mission responsibilities, we asked supervisor per-
sonnel to answer a series of survey questions. Questions
were as contained in Appendix B.

After questionnaires were collected, we assigned
values for answers along the Likert-type response set., We
statistically manipulated these values to produce simple
mean (X) and standard deviation s(X) values, both for strata
level and aggregate population responses,

Calculating a mean and standard deviation for each
question allowed us to determine whether supervisors believed
the skill codes of the AFALD billets were appropriate for

performing tasks necessary for AFALD organizations to meet

their primary formal and informal mission responsibilities.
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The reader should be aware that we treated the
ordinal data obtained from the Likert-scaled questionnaire
responses as interval data for purposes of statistical anal-
ysis. With the Likert scale it can be reported that the
respondents are more or less in agreement to a question, but
it cannot be determined exactly how much more or less they
are in agreement with the question., However, the means and
standard deviations computed will usually have values between
the ordinal data points,

We recognize that the fourteen supervisors in the
top level represent a small sample size, but it should be
recognized that this will be the case in the majority of
evaluations where the number of supervisors at the top level
will be small in relation to the size of the total organi-
zation. The risk of deleting the top level from the study
and not discussing them is worse than any bias that might
result by leaving them in the study. The reader should be
aware, however, that the mean and standard deviation are
based upon a sample size of fourteen for the top level
supervisory strata, and a larger standard deviation of the
sampling distribution can be expected (5:225).

To determine to what degree educational requiremen:s,
as coded by AAD billets, were filled by personnel whose per-
sonnel code had those AAD billet identifiers, we examined
UMD data to compare the AAD codes of personnel filling spe-
cified AAD-coded slots. A comparison of all AFALD
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AAD-coded slots to the AAD codes of the personnel filling
them was done using UMD data to determine the percentage
of AAD code match and mismatch for all AFALD AAD-coded
slots. AAD code "match" and "mismatch" were previously
defined. The aggregate percentage of AAD code match was
computed ass

Aggregate % of _ (Total No. of AAD Slot Matches)

AAD Code Match =~ Total No. of AFALD Authorized AAD Slots

In addition, a stratified level percentage of AAD code match
was computed to examine the percent of AAD slot match by
level.

To determine the relative importance of AAD code
match, we asked supervisors, by survey questionnaire, the
extent to which they believed AAD code mismatches within
their organizations impacted the problem-solving, analysis,
policy formulation, synthesis, and evaluation‘capabilities
of their organization. Again, a mean response and standard
deviation were computed., Research question four, then,
determined the percentage of AAD code match for all AFALD
AAD-coded slots.

To determine the extent to which the AFALD civilian-
to-military personnel ratio matched USAF-established person-
nel guidelines, we computed an AFALD civilian-to-military

personnel ratios
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Aggregate AFALD Total No. of Assigned AFALD
Civilian-to-Military = Civilian Personnel
Personnel Ratio Total No. of Assigned AFALD

Military Personnel

*Civilian" and "military" AFALD personnel were previously
defined., Personnel totals were extracted from UMD data
simply by summing first civilian and then military AFALD
personnel, This ratio was additionally computed for each
stratified level., The aggregate AFALD civilian-to-military
personnel ratio was then compared to the USAF-established
ratio guideline to determine the extent to which the AFALD
ratio matched the established guideline,

Supervisors were also asked to what extent the
civilian-to-military personnel ratio of the organization
they supervise was appropriate for meeting organizational
responsibilities, We computed a mean response and standard
deviation for each strata level, and for tlie aggregate.

To determine the degree to which actual personnel
grades matched the AFALD grades specified for each job
position, we examined UMD data to find out whether AFALD
personnel were filling organizational billets which required
their specific grade. We compared all AFALD job billet
grades to the grades of personnel filling the billets to
compute the percentage of grade match in the AFALD, Grade
"match" was previously defined., The aggregate AFALD grade

match was computed ass
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Total No. of AFALD

Aggregate % of AFALD _ Grade Matches x 100
Grade Match Total No. of

Filled Billets
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CHAPTER III
FINDINGS

This chapter contains the analysis and data sum-
marization for research questions one through six, in con-

junction with the methodology put forth in Chapter I1I,

Summary of Assumptions and Limitations
The major assumptions and limitations of this

research effort were:

Assumptions
1. The responses to the Survey Questionnaire were

representative of the opinions of the entire AFALD super-
visory population,

2. The individual responses to the questionnaire
were independent,

3. The Likert scale provided responses which were
interval level data.

4, UMD data were representative of AFALD organiza-

tions not collocated at Wright-Patterson AFB,

Limitations

This research effort was based upon the personal
opinions of AFALD organization supervisors and UMD data per-
tinent to Wright-Patterson AFB located AFALD organizations

only,
42
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Survey Approval and Data Collection

As previously stated, in order to answer the six
research questions posed, information was collected from
the Unit Manpower Document (UMD) and from survey question-
naire responses,

The survey questionnaire was submitted to Colonel
G. A. Carus, AFALD Chief of Staff, prior to distribution to
the AFALD population. Upon Chief of Staff approval, the
questionnaire was mailed to AFALD supervisory personnel com-
prising the population. From date of mailing, one week was
alleowed for receipt of the questionnaires.

Ninety-six questionnaires were mailed. Seventy-two
questionnaires were returned at the end of one week., Eleven
of fourteen, or 71 percent of questionnaires mailed to the
command section and deputies, were returned. Twenty-eight
of thirty-eight, or 74 percent of questionnaires mailed to
the directorate supervisors, were returned. TIwenty-three of
twenty-five, or 92 percent of questionnaires mailed to divi-
sion supervisors, were returned; and nine of nineteen, or
47 percent of questionnaires mailed to branch supervisors,
were returned. We concluded at this time that a seventy-four
percent population response (72/96) to the questionnaire was
adequate to answer those research questions dependent upon
questionnaire responses, Two questionnaires were excluded
from the study because they were answered by one ASD employee

and one employee not in a supervisory position. Also, AFALD
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organizations studied by this effort contained 753 person-
nel, 65.76 percent of the total AFALD personnel population.
Likert-type response sets of returned questionnaires

were weighted according to the following scheme:

Weight
(1) to a very little extent
(2) to a little extent
(3) to some extent
(4) to a great extent
(5) to a very great extent

to compute a simple mean and standard deviation of response
for each question, Means and standard deviations were com-
puted both for aggregate population responses and for

responses by level. Findings were addressed in relation to

specific research questions,

Criteria Tests
The following criteria tests were used for the
Likert scale measurement questions:
1. The conclusions to the analysis were based on
the following ranges for the treatment meanss:
a. If the mean response fell within 1.0 and
1.5, then the conclusion drawn was that the respondent's
answer was "to a very little extent."
b. If the mean response was greater than 1,5,
and less than or equal to 2,5, then the conclusion drawn was
that the respondent's answer was "to a little extent."
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c. If the mean response was greater than 2.5
and less than 3,5, then the conclusion drawn was that the
respondent's answer was "to some extent,"

d. If the mean response fell within 3.5 and
less than 4.5, then the conclusion drawn was that the
respondent's answer was "to a great extent.,"

e, If the mean response fell within 4.5 and 5.0,
then the conclusion drawn was that the respondent's answer
was "to a very great extent.,"

Unit Manpower Document (UMD) information was col-
lected through analysis of Unit Manpower Document computer
printouts (10:1-94), UMD information was addressed in rela-
tion to specific research questions.

Statistical data (histograms) for demographic data
responses are shown in Appendix D, The statistical data
(mean and standard deviation) for each level response, as
well as for the aggregate response to each survey question,
are presented in table form in the analysis section for each

related research question,

Research estion One

s e anned to its specified levels? If the

organization is found not to be manned to the levels speci-
fied, what are the major shortages or overages by AFSC?

To answer research question one, AFALD manning

information, both in the aggregate and for upper,
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intermediate and lower strata levels, was compiled from the
Unit Manpower Document (UMD). This information is contained
in Table 1.

The aggregate manning level percentage for those
AFALD organizations studied was 86,75 percent. That is,
eighty-seven percent of all authorized AFALD billets, across
all strata levels studied, were filled.

When analyzing the data by level, the following
results were obtained:

a. The upper strata was 89.47 percent filled.

b. The intermecdiate strata was 91,46 percent
filled, the highest of all three levels.

¢, The lower strata was 80,74 percent filled.

d. The overall FY 80 USAF manning was 101.24
percent,

It must be noted that the AFALD mission requires a
larger number of highly technical personnel, when compared
with the Air Force as a whole. The requirement to recruit
and fill technical AFSCs will continue to be a recurrent
problem, both for the AFALD and for other USAF organizations,
However, relative to other complex organizations with
skilled positions, the AFALD is not significantly under-
manned,

To determine the degree to which the AFALD aggre-
gate manning percentage matched the USAF aggregate manning
percentage, we divided the AFALD aggregate manning
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percentage by the USAF percentage, and found that the AFALD
was 84,8 percent manned when compared to the overall USAF

manning level,

Table 1
AFALD MANNING PERCENTAGE, BY STRATA LEVEL, AND AGGREGATE

Strata Authorized Assigned Manning
Level Billets Personnel Percentage
Upper 38 34 89.47
Intermediate 562 514 91.46
Lower 457 369 80.74
Aggregate 1,057 917 86.75
Overall USAF"
(FY 80) 800,400 802,311 101.24
*(10)

Table 2 shows FY 80 assigned versus authorized man-
ning percentages for selected USAF major commands (7) and
intermediate level organizations (11). The mean manning
percentage for the seven selected major commands was 102,58
percent. The mean manning percentage for selected USAF
intermediate level organizations, excluding the AFALD, was
101.74 percent., It should be noted that the Department of
the Air Force is authorized a two percent civilian overage
above the total number of authorized civilian billets. The
FY 80 civilian overage was one percent and, as a result,
the Air Force was manned overall in FY 80 at 100.24 percent
of its authorized level (10).
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Table 2

FY 80 ASSIGNED TO AUTHORIZED MANNING PERCENTAGES
FOR SELECTED USAF MAJOR COMMANDS AND
INIERMEDIATE LEVEL ORGANIZATIONS

Major Manning
Command Percentage
AFLC 104,10
AFSC 98,33
ATC 105.45
PACAF 100,29
SAC 99.43
TAC 112,20
USAFE 98,29
Mean Percentage 102.58
Intermediate

Level Manning
Organizations Percentage
ASD 102,17
00-ALC 100,03
OC-ALC 101,18
SM-ALC 101.49
WR-ALC 102.60
Mean Percentage 101.74

AFALD 86,75
Overall USAF" 101.24

W¢))
**(11)
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Table 3 reflects AFALD personnel shortages by
selected AFSCs. Other AFSCs contained insufficient author-
ized billet quantities for us to analyze and derive any
meaningful conclusions concerning personnel shortages by
AFSC,

For purposes of analysis, individual critical AFSCs
were aggregated into AFSC classification groups. This
resulted in seven AFSC classification groups, where the
logistics AFSCs 66xx and 0046 were combined.

The aggregate manning percentage by AFSC classifica-
tion group ranged from a low of 33.33 percent to a high of
100,00 percent. The mean aggregate manning percentage by
AFSC classification group was 74.89 percent, with a stand-

ard deviation of 23.05 percent.

Research estion Two

To_what degree are AFALD personnel filling organiza-
tional billets which match their specific skill codes?

To answer research question two, we attempted to
extract the data from the UMD, However, during data collec-
tion it was discovered that there were no AFSC mismatches,
This was possibly so because the AFALD Manpower Office has
the ability to change the specified AFSC to a different bil-
let to match the AFSC of billet holders. At any rate, mis-

matches do not cause a manning problem in the AFALD.

49




%S0°eT = uoijIeIASQ pPaepuelg

e 0SJV 4q_a3ejuadaad
%68°YL = gQuyuuen 23eF2a33Y uesy

%0°68 61°88 11 L71 01°06 16 101 §01251307 omwo

XX99

00°001 00°001 [43 43 00°001 8 8 JuswWdINDOLg  XXG9

19 0 X 00°00 0 L 00°08 Y S Joandwo) XX1¢§

00°9¢ 6C°6¢ 191 8¢ L' LL L1 el adueudIUTeH XXO0%

61°9¢ 1y°6¢L 9Y 19 ¢6°9¢ 0s S9 agauidug XX8Z

6L°8L 00°0% 4 S 1,°G8 V24 8¢ Js%eue XX/
wex3oxyg

16°06 1€°26 4! el 68°88 8 6 IsA1euvV XX9¢
suoj3exado

pauuen % pauuel °puldsy/ yany pauuel °pudsy/°yany dnoay oSV
21v30139Yy liCToh -3 uellIATL) juanaad L1031 TN uoiiedtyysseld

084V X6 SADVIYOHS TANNOSYAd
¢ a1qel

S m e v g —




U —— -

Research Question Three

Are the skill codes of AFALD billets appropriate
fcr performance of those tasks necessary for AFALD organi-
zations to meet their prim formal and informal organiza-
tion mission responsibilities]

This research question was answered utilizing infor-
mation provided by survey questions two, three, four, five,
and six. Research question four measured the extent to
which supervisors felt personnel skill codes were appropri-
ate for meeting organization day-to-day tasks., Research
question three measured the extent to which supervisors felt
personnel skill codes were appropriate for accomplishing
organization formal mission responsibilities., Supervisor
responses for survey questions three and four are contained
in Table 4.

An aggregate mean value of 4.0902 for survey ques-
tion three indicated that of the supervisory personnel sur-
veyed, the majority (50%) felt that, to a great extent, the
skill codes of personnel within their organizations were
appropriate for meeting organization formal mission respon-
sibilities. In fact, 81.4 percent of respondents felt that
this was true to a great or very great extent. Analysis of
survey question two data showed that 95.7 percent of all
respondents were familiar with their organization's formal

mission responsibilities (see Appendix C),
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Supervisor responses to survey question four indi-
cated that the majority of supervisors felt that. tu a great
extent, the skill codes of personnel were appropriate for
meeting organization day-to-day tasks. The results indi-
cated that 74.3 percent of respondents felt this to be true
to a great or very great extent, while only 2.9 percent felt
this to be true to a little or very little extent.

The individual strata level responses showed that
the majority of supervisors at all levels felt that the
skill codes of personnel they supervised were, to a great
extent, appropriate for meeting organization day-to-day
tasks,

Analysis of survey question five responses allowed
us to determine the extent to which supervisors perceived
the difference between their organization®'s formal mission
responsibilities and actual day-to-day organizational tasks.,
These data were compiled in Table 5.

Analysis of responses to survey question five showed
a mean response of 2,2714, which indicated that, of the
supervisory personnel surveyed, the majority felt that there
was little difference between formal mission responsibili-
ties and actual day-to-day organizational tasks.

Individual strata level responses showed that at
all levels supervisors perceived little difference between

formal and actual day-to-day organizational tasks.
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Table 4
SURVEY QUESTIONS 3 AND 4

Question 3: To what extent are the skill codes (AFSCs or
General Schedule (GS) series) of personnel within the
organization you supervise appropriate for accomplishing
the tasks necessary for your organization to meet its
principal formal mission responsibilities as you see them?

Strata Standard

Level Mean Deviation Interpretation
Upper 4,3636 0545 to a great extent
Intermediate 4,036 0.9220 to a great extent
Lower 3.871 0.8850 to a great extent
Aggregate 4,0902 0.8927 to a great extent

Question 4: To what extent are the skill codes of person-
nel within the organization you supervise appropriate for
accomplishing the tasks necessary for your organization to
meet its actual day-to-day tasks?

Strata Standard

Level Mean Deviation Interpretation

Upper 4.3636 .0545 to a great extent

Intermediate 4,077 0.9348 to a great extent

Lower 3.8387 0.9344 to a great extent

Aggregate 4.,0931 0.8960 to a great extent
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Table 5
SURVEY QUESTION 5

To what extent do you perceive a difference between the

formal mission responsibilities of the organization you
supervise, and the actual day-to-day organization's tasks?

Strata Standard

Level Mean Deviation Interpretation
Upper 1.6364 9244 to a little extent
Intermediate 2.2500 1.0408 to a little extent
Lower 2.3870 1.0856 to a little extent
Aggregate 2.0911 1.0169 to a little extent

Analysis of survey question six showed that 65.38
percent of the supervisors surveyed felt that formal organi-
zational tasks were the most important. All upper level
supervisors felt that formal organizational tasks were the
most important, while 70,0 percent of intermediate level
supervisors felt that they were most important. At the
lower level, 57.14 percent of the supervisors felt that
formal organizational tasks were the most important. These
data were compiled in Table 6.

The second part of survey question six determined
whether supervisors considered formal or day-to-day organi-
zational tasks the mnst time consuming. In the aggregate,
55.6 percent of all supervisors felt that formal tasks con-
sumed the most time, One hundred percent of upper level
supervisors considered formal tasks as most time consuming.

At the intermediate level, 55.0 percent of supervisors
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considered formal organizational tasks the most time con-
suming, while at the lower level, 50.0 percent of super-

visors felt that formal tasks consumed the most time,

Table 6
SURVEY QUESTION 6

If you perceive a difference between your organization's
formal and day-to-day tasks,

a. which is the most important?

Strata Percent

Level Formal Informal
Upper 100,00 00.00
Intermediate 70.00 30.00
Lower 57.14 42,86
Aggregate 65.38 34,62

%17 not answered

b. which consumes the most time?

Strata Percent

Level Formal Informal
Upper 90.00 10.00
Intermediate 55.00 45,00
Lower 50.00 50.00
Aggregate 65.00 35.00

%17 not answered
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Research Question Four

To what de e e e e eme

as _coded by AAD billets, filled by personne]l whose person-
nel codes have those AAD billet identifiers?

To answer research question four, UMD data and
responses to survey question seven were used., Analysis of
Unit Manpower Document data allowed us to compute the per-
cent of AAD code match by level, and by AFSC,

The aggregate percentage of AAD code match for those
AFALD organizations studied was 77,78 percent, as shown in
Table 7. This indicated that 77.78 percent of the total
number of AFALD AAD-coded billets were filled by personnel
who possessed the specific AAD code or equivalent experi-
ence required for the billet.,

We had initially identified nine AAD code mismatches,
but upon further analysis concluded that three individuals
filling AAD-coded billets possessed appropriate related
prior experience which we considered equivalent to the
required AAD. Of these three, two did not have any advanced
academic degree, while one had an AAD unrelated to his AAD-
coded billet,

Analyzing the data by level, the upper level dis-
played only one AAD-coded billet, which was vacant. The
intermediate level, which contained the largest number of
AAD-coded billets, had an 88.9 percent AAD code match, while

the lower level had a 55.6 percent match.
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Table 7
AAD CODE MATCH PERCENTAGE BY STRATA LEVEL

Total No. Matched

of AAD Vacant AAD Billets

Coded AAD or Equivalent Percent
Strata Billets Billets Experience Match
Level (1) (2) (3) (3)/7(1)-(3)
Upper 1 1 0 00.00
Intermediate 19 1 16 88.89
Lower 11 2 5 55.56
Aggregate 31 77.78

UMD data were also utilized to determine the aggre-
gate percentage of AAD code match by AFSC classification
group. Analysis of the data showed that 66.7 percent of
specified advanced academic degree billets were both filled
and matched. UMD data indicated that there were no signifi-
cant mismatches among the AAD-coded AFSC billets., The
total number of any one AAD-coded AFSC was so small, that
to base any conclusions upon these numbers would be inaccu-
rate, Findings were compiled in Table 8.

Analysis of responses to survey question seven
allowed us to determine the extent to which supervisors
believed AAD-coded billet mismatches within their organi-
zation impacted problem solving, analysis, policy formula-
tion, synthesis, and evaluation capabilities of the organ-
ization. Supervisor responses are contained in Table 9.

Fourteen survey questionnaire responses for survey question
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seven were unanswered, marked "don't know" or "not appli-
cable,"” These fourteen responses were not included in mean

and standard deviation calculations.

Table 9
SURVEY QUESTION 7

To what extent do you believe advanced academic degree
(AAD) coded slot mismatches within your organization, if
any, impact the problem solving, analysis, policy formula-
tion, synthesis, and evaluation capabilities of your
organization?

Strata Standard

Level Mean Deviation Interpretation
Upper 1.300 0.6750 to a very little extent
Intermediate 1,625 0.8242 to a little extent
Lower 2.320 1.2490 to a little extent
Aggregate 1.8393 1,0579 to a little extent

Analysis of question seven responses gave a mean
aggregate value of 1.8393, which indicated that, of the
supervisory personnel surveyed, the majority felt that AAD-
coded billet mismatches within their organizations impacted
to a very little extent, the problem solving, analysis,
policy formulation, synthesis, and evaluation capabilities
of their organization. In fact, 67.9 percent of all super-
visors surveyed felt that this was true to a little or very
little extent,

The individual strata level responses showed that
the intermediate and lower level supervisors felt that AAD

code mismatches impacted organizational mission capabilities
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to a little extent, while the upper level supervisors felt
that it impacted to a very little extent. Only 5.4 percent
of all respondents surveyed strongly felt that AAD code mis-

matches impacted organization effectiveness.

Research Question Five

To what extent is the AFALD civilian-to-military
personnel ratio in accordance with USAF-established guide-

lines?

To answer research question five, UMD data and
responses to survey question eight were analyzed. Analysis
of UMD data allowed us to compute an aggregate civilian-to-
military personnel ratio for the AFALD, These data were
compiled in Table 10,

The aggregate civilian-to-military personnel ratio
for those AFALD organizations studied was 2.81 to 1, i.e.,
there were 2.81 civilians for every military person in
those AFALD organizations studied. In other words, 73.78
percent of AFALD personnel were civilians.

An analysis by level showed that in the upper level,
a 1,71 to 1 ratio meant that 63.2 percent of upper level
AFALD personnel were civilian., For the intermediate level,
a 2,01 to 1 ratio indicated that 66.8 percent of inter-
mediate level AFALD personnel were civilian. The lower
level civilian-to-military personnel ratio of 5.60 to 1
indicated that 84.9 percent of lower level AFALD personnel
were civilian,
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Table 10

AGGREGATE AFALD ASSIGNED CIVILIAN-TO-MILITARY
PERSONNEL RATIO

Total Total Civilian/
Strata Civilian Military Military Percent
Level Personnel Personnel Ratio Civilians
Upper 24 14 1.71:1 63.16
Intermediate 346 172 2.01:1 66.80
Lower 308 55 5.60:1 84,85
Aggregate 678 241 2.8111 73.78

The aggregate AFALD civilian-to-military personnel
ratio was then compared to the USAF-established ratio guide-
line to determine the extent to which the AFALD aggregate
ratio matched the established guideline (i.e., FY 80 USAF
personnel authorizations). The Air Force FY 80 authorized
civilian-to-military billet ratio was .43 to 1, i.e., 30,16
percent of all USAF personnel, authorized for fiscal year
1980, were civilian (7), compared with 73.44 percent for
the AFALD.

The actual Air Force FY 80 civilian-to-military per-
sonnel ratio was .44 to 1, i.e,, 30.45 percent of all actual
USAF personnel during fiscal year 1980 were civilian, com-
pared with 73,78 percent for the AFALD, Findings were con-
tained in Table 11.

Table 11 showed FY 80 civilian-to-military manning
percentages for selected USAF major commands and intermediate

level organizations, Table 11 data also sho. *d the percent
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deviations between the assigned civilian-to-military manning
percentage and the authorized civilian-to-military manning
percentage.

Within the selected major commands, the authorized
civilian-to-military manning percentage varied from 10.26
to 88.87 percent (7). Within selected intermediate level
organizations, this manning percentage varied from 87.14 to
92,19 percent (11). The overall USAF authorized civilian-
to-military manning percentage was 30.16 percent (7).

Analysis of responses to survey question eight
allowed us to determine the extent to which supervisors con-
sidered the civilian-to-military personnel ratio of their
organizations appropriate for meeting their mission respon-
sibilities. Supervisor responses were compiled in Table 12.
Five survey questionnaire responses for survey question
seven were not answered, These five were not included in
mean and standard deviation calculations.

Analysis of question eight responses gave a mean
aggregate response value of 3,3485, which indicated that,
of the supervisors surveyed, the majority felt that the
civilian-to-military personnel ratio of their organization,
to some extent, was appropriate for meeting organization
mission responsibilities, However, it should be noted that
35.7 percent of supervisors felt to a great extent that the
civilian-to-military personnel ratio of their organization

was appropriate,
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Table 12
SURVEY QUESTION 8

To what extent do you consider that the civilian-to-
military personnel ratio of the organization you supervise
is appropriate for meeting your organization's mission
responsibilities?

Strata Standard

Level Mean Deviation Interpretation
Upper 3.3636 1.4334 to some extent
Intermediate 3.556 1.1547 to a great extent
Lower 3.220 1.3107 to some extent
Aggregate 3.3485 1.2829 to some extent

Individual strata level responses showed that both
upper and lower level supervisors felt that the civilian-to-
military personnel ratio within their organizations was
appropriate to some extent, while intermediate level
respondents felt that this was true to a great extent., It
should also be noted that for all levels, the greatest per-

centage of supervisors responded "to a great extent.”

Research Question Six
Io what degree do actual personnel grades match the
AFALD prades specified for each job position?

To answer research question six, UMD data were ana-
lyzed to compute the AFALD percent of grade match, by level,
and for the aggregate. These data were compiled in Table
13,

Analysis of the UMD data showed that the aggregate
percentage of AFALD grade match for those AFALD
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organizations studied was 96,62 percent. This meant that
96.62 percent of the total number of authorized billet grade
requirements were filled by personnel who possessed the spe-
cific grade required for the billet.

Analyzing the data by level, at the upper level
there was a 94.12 percent grade match. At the intermediate
level there was a 96.69 percent grade match, while at the

lower level there was a 96.75 percent grade match.,

Table 13
AGGREGATE PERCENTAGE OF AFALD GRADE MATICH

Total AFALD Total Grade Percent Grade
Strata Billets Mismatches Magch
Level (1) (2) (2) = (1)
Upper 34 2 94,12
Intermediate 514 17 96.69
Lower 369 12 96,75
Aggregate 917 31 96.62
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The primary objectives of this research effort were
to investigate AFALD personnel requirements in terms of
education, skill areas, specilalty codes (AFSCs), General
Schedule (GS) skill codes, and number, An attempt was also
made to determine if these AFALD personnel requirements were
correctly allocated throughout the AFALD organization to
realize mission goals in the most effective and efficient
manner. From this, an attempt was made to determine whether
the major policy goals and organizational functional state-
ments of the AFALD were consistent with the types and num-
bers of people in the AFALD organizations that were charged
with the general AFALD mission.

Using the methodology of Chapter II, and the analysis
and results from Chapter I1I, conclusions have been drawn
for each of the research questions. These research question
conclusions provided the foundation from which conclusions

were determined for the primary objectives of this research.

Research Question Conclusions

The conclusions presented for the primary objectives

were drawn from the following research questions.
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Research Question One

Is the AFALD manned to its specified levels? If the
organization is found not_to be manned to the levels speci-
fied, what are the major shortages or overages by AFSC?

Analysis of data showed that AFALD is not manned to
its specified (authorized) level, When we compared the AFALD
manning level to other intermediate level organizations, the
AFALD was manned approximately fifteen percent below these
other intermediate organizations., The AFALD manning level,
compared with selected USAF major commands, was also approx-
imately fifteen percent below the major commands and the
overall USAF manning percentage,

Examination of personnel shortages by AFSC indicated
that the majority of personnel shortages occur in highly
technical AFSCs. These highly technical AFSCs are especially
difficult to fill, due to overall shortages Air Force and
DOD wide. This was verified in conversations with Mr. W,
Baldwin, Chief, Resources Control Office, AFALD/MO (1), and
Major R, L. Carter, Resources Control Office, AFALD/MO (4).
We conclude that the AFALD manning shortages primarily
resulted from the inability to recruit and fill technical
AFSCs, We could not determine the extent to which personnel
shortages impacted the accomplishment of AFALD mission
tasks, beyond assuming increased workload for AFALD person-
nel with designated technical AFSCs. As one lower level

supervisor responded, "With the shortage of qualified people,
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any ‘warm' body appears adequate to fill positions. Train-
ing or background does not seem to be a factor."

We identified four AFSC classification groups with
a particularly high number of shortages. These were Program
Manager (72XX), Engineer (28XX), Maintenance Officer (40XX)
and Computer (51XX).

Research Question Two

To what degree are AFA rsonnel filling organiza-
tional billets which match their specific skill codes?

Since it was discovered, as previously mentioned,
that AFALD Manpower Office has the ability to change speci-
fied billet AFSCs to match on-hand personnel AFSCs and since
there was a one hundred percent match in our investigation,
no conclusion was reached regarding the degree of match

between specified versus assigned AFSCs,

Research estion Three

Are the skill codes of AFALD billets appropriate
for performance of those tasks necessary for AFALD super-
visors to meet their primary formal and informal organization

mission responsibilities?
Results indicate that to a great extent the skill

codes of personnel within the AFALD organizations are appro-
priate for meeting both the formal and informal organization
responsibilities, Furthermore, data analysis indicates that

there is little perceived difference between formal mission
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responsibility and actual day-to-day organization tasks,
while survey question six analysis indicates that formal
organization tasks are the most important. We conclude

that both formal and informal organization tasks are equally
important to accomplishment of AFALD mission responsibili-

ties.

Research Question Four

) e educatio requirements, as

coded by AAD billets, filled by personnel whose personnel
codes have those AAD billet identifiers?

Results indicate that:

a. Overall, AFALD education requirements as coded
by AAD billets are filled to a high degree by personnel
whose personnel codes have these AAD billet identifiers,
This is true when comparing AAD match either in the aggre-
gate or by AFSC.

b. AAD code mismatches have little perceived
impact on the problem solving, analysis, policy formulation,
synthesis, and evaluation capabilities of AFALD organiza-
tions,

We also conclude that AAD match becomes less impor-
tant at the upper strata levels of the organization, i.e.,
AAD match at the lower level becomes more important where
technical skills are most often required. Intermediate and

upper level strata positions require less technical but
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more managerial skills in order to formulate policy and make

organization decisions,

Research Question Five
To what extent is the AFALD civilian-to-military
pergsonnel ratio in accordance with USAF-established guide-

lines?

Results indicate that the AFALD civilian-to-military
personnel ratio is:

a. In accordance with established Ailr Force guide-
lines for the AFALD,

b. Higher than the overall USAF civilian-to-
military personnel ratio, lower than intermediate USAF
organizations studied, but closer to the intermediate level
organization civilian-to-military personnel ratio figures,

Results also show that the USAF-established civilian-
to-military personnel may not be appropriate for AFALD mis-
sion accomplishment., Both questionnaire responses and com-
ments from all strata levels indicate a preference for a
greater percentage of military personnel, For example, the
following comments were made:

*My current military-to-civilian ratio is 40%. With
the proper experience base for the military, this is
healthy in most respects. Replacing and training mili-
tary engineers is a problem and vacant periods for a
position hurts mission accomplishment.”

"Would profit greatly from a much higher % of military
with user background,”

"Not enough military."
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*Civilian-to-military ratio should be decreased-.we
need more military to provide a better interface with
operating commands,”

In conclusion, it appears that although the AFALD
civilian-to-military personnel ratio is within established
guidelines, and is appropriate for meeting the AFALD mis-
sion, there exists a need for a greater percentage of mili-

tary personnel within the organization,

Research Question Six

I degree do actual personnel grades match the
AFALD grades specified for each job position?

Results indicate that actual personnel grades match
AFALD grades specified for each job position to a great
degree. We therefore conclude that any grade mismatches
within the AFALD are not significantly affecting AFALD mis-

sion performance.

Summary of Conclusions
A summary of the conclusions of this research effort

follows:

1. The AFALD is manned somewhat below its authorized
level.

2. The majority of AFALD personnel shortages occur
in highly technical AFSCs.

3. The skill codes of personnel within the AFALD
organizations are appropriate for meeting organization

responsibilities,
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4, There is a high degree of match between AAD-
coded billets and AAD-designated personnel,

5. AAD code mismatches have little impact on the
problem solving, analysis, policy formulation, synthesis,
and evaluation capability of AFALD organizations,

7. The AFALD civilian-to-military personnel ratio
is within established Air Force guidelines,

8, The current AFALD civilian-to-military person-
nel ratio may not be appropriate for maximizing AFALD per-
formance,

9. Actual personnel grades match AFALD grades spe-
cified for each job position to a great degree.

10, Grade mismatches within the AFALD do not signi-
ficantly affect AFALD mission performance.

11, AFALD persomnel requirements were correctly
allocated throughout the AFALD organization in order to
realize mission goals in the most effective and efficient

manner,

Overall Conclusion

While the AFALD suffers from the Air Force-wide
shortage of technical specialists, the overall picture of
manpower shows an organization well suited to its mission,
Use of the AFALD as a representative intermediate level
organization for the study of an advanced academic degree

(AAD) percentage based system is feasible, Caution should
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be taken that sampling of attitudes in any particular

branch could be affected by a severe imbalance of skilled
people to slots coupled with extraordinary short term work
demands., In general, the shortages of people tended to be
spread relatively evenly throughout any given strata, which
should minimize this possibility. The very facts of the

mix of AFSCs, the complexity of the mission, and the short-
age of technical specialists make the AFALD a good test of
any proposed percentage-based system. Such complex organi-
zations exist elsewhere in the Air Force and must be counted,

along with the simple ones, Lf the system is to be universal.

Recommendations

A recommendation concerning the relationship of
aspects of manpower to AFALD mission performance is:

1. That consideration be given to reexamination of
the current AFALD civilian-to-military personnel ratio, in
order to determine if a higher percentage of experienced
military personnel might be appropriate for enhancing the
AFALD mission tasks,

2., Use of the AFALD is recommended as a subject
for study of an advanced academic degree percentage-based

system,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE ACQUISITION LOGISTICS DIVISION (AFLC)
WRIGHT.PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 454233

REFLY TO 3 0 ":-}.;2 198]

ATTN OF: s

sussecr. AFIT STUDENT RESEARCH: Percentage-based System for Assigning Advanced Academic
Degree Holders

vo: See Distribution !

1. HQ USAF/LEX is considering a new percentage-based system for determining
Advanced Academic Degree (AAD) requirements within the Air Force.

2. The attached questionnaire 1s a part of a research effort currently being
conducted by a thesis team from the AFIT Graduate Logistics Program. This
thesis is8 one part of a two thesis effort to identify the means by which to
best implement a percentage-based system. The Acquisition Logistics Division
has been selected as the organization for testing the conceptual validity of
a percentage-based system.

3. It is important that you answer each question as thoughtfully and as
frankly as possible. All individual responses to questions are completely
confidential, and individual information will not be released. This is an
opportunity to help implement a more efficient system for the assignment of
AAD holders throughout the Air Force as well as the AFALD,

4. Please return your completed questionnaire to Jerry Harrison, XRX, 56121, ]
by COB 6 May 1981. ‘

1 Atch
% é"“‘" Questionnaire

GLENN A, CARUS
Colonel, UZAF
Chief of Staff
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Distribution

cc Lt Gen John G. Albert PTDOS Ms. Carolyn Brown
cv Maj Gen M.cC. Reynolds PTEFE Vacant
(091 Robert V. Brown PTEEE Lt Col D. sStrickland
cs Col G.A. Carus PTEEC Maj Frank Douglas
PTEEL Mr. Gary Waggoner
PM Mr. Armond S. Meacham PTES Mr. Arant Hugh
PMA Maj P.G. Bail, Jr. PTESS Mr. Melvin McKenzie
PMY Mr. T.A. Brown PTESP Mr. Frank Dor fmeyer
PMYF Mr. T. Williams PTEST Mr. Fred Thirtyacre
PMYS Mr. A. Labo PTP Mr. J.E. Thompson
PMYX Lt Col Messamore PTPD Mr. Ralph zynda
PTPP Vacant
YT Col G.E. Fornell PTPT Matthew Venetos
YTA Ms. G.E. Keith PTQ Lt Col Charles Hurst
YTE Mr. Charles Smith PTOA Ms. Ramona Fulford
YTP Lt Col M.C. Lane PTQAA Mr. Mario Ramirey
YTF¥F Capt R. Mattox PTQAW Mr. James Harris
YTFX Vacant PTOP Lt Col David George
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YTPM Lt Col K. Carlson PTQT Maj John Dunigan
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PTDP Mr. Don Rolf
PTDPD Ms. Mary Siegel Lw Brig Gen R.C. Karns
PTDPR Mr. Fred Heaston LWI Capt Geiss
PTDD Mr. Ermin Lilley
PTDDR Mr. Leonard Long 29
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QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is a part of a thesis effort being conducted by two Masters
of Science degree candidates at the Air Force Institute of Technology. In the broadest
sense, this research effort serves as a basis for determining percentage-based advanced
academic degree (AAD) personnel requirements within the large and diverse Air Force
Acquisition Logistics Division (AFALD). This thesis is one part of a two-part effort to
identify the means by which to best implement a percentage-based system for determining
graduate education personnel requirements within the United States Air Force.

If this study is to be helpful, it is important that you answer each question as
thoughtfully and frankly as possible. There are no right or wrong answers. The important
thing is that you answer the questions the way you perceive things or the way you feel
about them.

All individual responses to questions are completely CONFIDENTIAL. Al-
though none of the questionnaires, once they are filled out, will ever be seen by anyone in
AFALD, to ensure contidentiality, please do not place your name on the questionnaire
unless you wish to do so.

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation.

80




1. What is the level of the organization you supervise?
Please check the appropriate level.

Deputy or Command Section (AFALD/XX)
Directorate (AFALD/XXX)
~_ Division (AFALD/XXXX)

Branch (AFALD/XXXXX)

To answer the following questions, please check the response which you feel best matches
your appraisal of the question. The value of the study depends upon your being
straightforward in answering this questionnaire. You will not be identified with your
answers.

2. Are you familiar with the mission statement of the organization you supervise, as
specified in AFLCR 23-177

Yes No

3. To what extent are the skill codes (AFSCs or General Schedule (GS) series) of
personnel within the organization you supervise appropriate for accomplishing the
tasks necessary for your organization to meet its principal formal mission
responsibilities as you see them?

to a very little extent
to a little extent

to some extent

to a great extent

to a very great extent

Comments:

ﬁ 4. To what extent are the skill codes of personnel within the organization you supervise
appropriate for accomplishing the tasks necessary for your organization to meet its
actual day-to-day tasks?

to a very little extent
to a little extent

to some extent

to a great extent

to a very great extent

Comments:
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5. To what extent do you perceive a difference between the formal mission
responsibilities of the organization you supervise, and the actual day-to-day
organization's tasks?

to a very little extent
to a little extent

to some extent

to a great extent

to a very great extent

|

—
——

Comments:

6. If you perceive a difference between your organization's formal and day-to-day tasks,
which is the most important?

\ formal tasks
informal tasks

Which consumes the most time?

formal tasks
informal tasks

Comments:

7. To what extent do you believe advanced academic degree (AAD) coded slot
mismatches within your organization, if any, impact the problem solving, analysis,
policy formulation, synthesis, and evaluation capabilities of your organization? A
"mismatch" is defined as a difference between the specified AAD slot code and the
AAD code carried by personnel assigned to fill the slot, or the situation wherein
personnel filling an AAD coded slot did not have an AAD.

to a very little extent
to a little extent
to some extent
to a great extent
to a very great extent

do not know

————

Comments:
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8.

To what extent do you consider that the civ

ilian-to-military personnel ratio of the

organization you supervise is appropriate for meeting your organization's mission

responsibilities?‘

to a very little extent
to a little extent

to some extent

to a great extent

to a very great extent

|

|

Comments:
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Level
Command
Question Section&
Number Code Deputate Directorate Division Branch

7 1 8 14 7 3

2 1 4 1 0

3 1 4 7 3

4 Q 0 1 1

5 0 0 1 0

Not Known 1 3 2 1

Not Ans 3 4 1

Comments 1 8 0 0

8 1 2 1 3 2

2 1 5 1 1l

3 1 5 4 1

4 5 10 7 3

S 2 6 5 0

Not Ans 0 1 2 2

Comments 4 3 0 0
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APPENDIX D

HISTOGRAMS OF LIKERT SCALE SURVEY QUESTION
RESPONSES AND DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
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SURVEY QUESTION 3

To what extent are the skill codes (AFSCs or General Sched-
ule (GS) series) of personnel within the organization you
supervise appropriate for accomplishing the tasks necessary
for your orfanizatton to meet its principal formal mission
responsibilities as you see them?

1) To a very little extent
2) To a little extent

3) To some extent

(4) To a great extent

(5) To a very great extent

STATISTICS
Strata Level _Mean  Mode Standard Deviation
UPPER 4,3636 4 0.5045
INTERMEDIATE 4,0367 4 0.9220
LOWER 3.8710 4 0.8848
AGGREGATE 4,0714 4 0.8567
100~
90«
R
E 80-
S
P 70-
0
N 60-
S
E 50-
P 40-
E
R 30-
Cc
E 20-
N
T ‘10-
o-

Upper Intermediate Lower Aggregate
STRATA LEVEL
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" SURVEY QUESTION 4

To what extent are the skill codes of personnel within the
organization you supervise appropriate for accomplishing

the tasks necessary for your organization to meet its actual
day-to-day tasks?

1) To a very little extent
2) To a little extent

3) To some extent

4) To a great extent

(5) To a very great extent

STATISTICS

Strata [evel ~ _Mean  Mode s ation
UPPER 4.3636 4 0.5045
INTERMEDIATE 4,0773 4 0.9348
LOWER 3.8387 4 0.9344
AGGREGATE 4,0149 4 0.,8960

100-

90-

80-

70~

HZEOPEY 20V

Aggregate Upper Intermediate Lower
STRATA LEVEL
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SURVEY QUESTION 5

To what extent do you perceive a difference between the
formal mission responsibilities of the organization you
supervise, and the actual day-to-day organization's tasks?

21 To a very little extent
2) To a little extent
3) To some extent
4) To a great extent
5) To a very great extent
STATISTICS
Strata level Mean Mode Standard Deviation
UPPER 1.6364 1 0.9244
INTERMEDIATE 2.2500 2 1,0408
LOWER 2.3870 2 1,0856
AGGREGATE 2.2714 2 1.1023
100-
R 20-
E
g 80-
o
s 60-
E 50-
P
E 40‘
g 30-
N 20.
T 0.
O-
Aggregate Upper Intermediate Lower

STRATA LEVEL
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